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Unlike Essex, after sentence was passed, Southampton pleaded for mercy: " […] but since the Law hath cast me, I do submit myself to Death, and yet I will not despair of her Majesty's Mercy; for that I know she is merciful, and if she please to extend it, I shall with all humility receive it", "The Trial of Robert Earl of Essex, and Henry Earl of Southampton, before the Lords, at Westminster, for High-Treason, supporters of Essex had commissioned the one-off performance by the Chamberlain's Men (of which Shakespeare was a principal member and "sharer") in an attempt to rally support from the citizens of London for the next day's insurrection. It is sometimes assumed that the comparison made by Elizabeth I between herself and Richard II was a reference to Shakespeare's play and its special performance on 7 February 1601; after all, the play portrays an absolutist and heirless monarch, and its central scene depicts the deposition of a king and the usurpation of the throne. It is small wonder given the heightened speculation in the 1590s over the succession to Elizabeth, that the deposition scene (4.1) was not included in a published version of the play until the Fourth Quarto in 1608, five years after the death of the Queen and 13 years after the play's first performance in 1595. 4 The resemblances between their reigns notwithstanding, we should be wary of linking too closely with Shakespeare's play the comparison made by Elizabeth between herself and Richard II. The connection is made because of the dialogue between Lambarde and the Queen, which followed her initial question to him. Lambarde supposedly replied: "Such a wicked imagination was determined and attempted by a most unkind gent [leman] , the most adorned creature that ever your Majestie made." To which the Queen responded: "He that will forget God, will also forget his benefactors; this tragedy was played 40 times in open streets and houses." The meaning of this last phrase is ambiguous. It cannot refer to the performance of Shakespeare's Richard II on 7 February, as that took place at the Globe Theatre; although it may allude to possible private performances of Shakespeare's play in the houses of noblemen and members of the gentry. For example, there is evidence to suggest that one of the play's first performances was given in December 1595 in the house of Sir Edward Hoby. 5 It is possible even that the Queen was referring to public discussions on the nature and extent of Essex's ambitions, which took place "in open streets and houses." On the reverse side of the manuscript, which records the conversation between Lambarde and the Queen, is an acknowledgment: "This was given me by Mr Thomas Godfrey 26 November 1650. He marryed Mr Lambard daughter or grandchild." 6 This refers to Lambarde's only daughter, Margaret, who presumably came into possession of the document after her father's death on 19 August 1601, only two weeks after his meeting with the Queen. The manuscript is probably a fairly accurate transcript of the conversation which took place that day between Lambarde and Elizabeth I. He was renowned throughout his long life for honesty and trustworthiness: Elizabeth herself referred to him as "good and honest Lambarde." 7 My interest lies not in establishing or refuting whether Elizabeth intended comparison to be made with Shakespeare's Richard II or with the actual Richard II. I am concerned rather with exploring the iconography and semiotics of kingship in figurative art, through which we may identify a visual rhetoric that, in the words of Peter Goodrich, marks "[t]he entry of the individual into the symbolic […] the capture of the subject of law." 8 An analysis such as this locates subject and object firmly in the narcissistic realm of the aesthetic image; or rather, in Nietzschean terms, in the ordered and artificial dream world of Apollo. 9 As Louis Marin noted in his study of the reign of Louis XIV: "The king is only truly king, that is, monarch, in images. They are his real presence." 10 Marin refers not only to the persuasive power of royal iconography, but also to a mystical process of transubstantiation, whereby the person of the king is recreated as monarch. The symbolic connection with the Eucharist (at a theoretical level, what may be termed the absent presence of the deity) is obvious, and is one that was artfully nurtured by the kings of medieval and early modern Europe. 11 In terms of medieval political theology, the phenomenon of kingship may be explained by reference to the character angelicus of the king. In other words, as Ernst H. Kantorowicz famously opined, the body politic of the king "represents, like the angels, the Immut-6 F. L., "Queen Elizabeth and Richard II", 6-7. 7 13 In The Accedens of Armory, Gerard Legh describes the transformation of lawyers into angels at the formal ceremony that ended the Inner Temple revels of Christmas 1561, in which members of the Inn were initiated into the Knighthood of Pallas. The rites of initiation precede and enable metamorphosis or transubstantiation, from corporeal beings to celestial hierarchs. Legh concludes his eulogy to "these houses of honour" -the Inns of Court -with the following assertion of their members' seraphic qualities:
Herein I might compare your state (but yt you are men) unto the heavenly Ierarches, for that you have all the three things that Ierarches have, that is, Order, cunnyng, and woorking. In your order, is office, in your cunning, readiness, and in your woorkyng, is service. 14 I began with a discussion of dramatic art, in the form of Shakespeare's Richard II, but there are strong correlative links between drama and pictorial art in the early modern era, especially in respect of the representation of governance in sixteenth-century England. As Stephen Greenblatt noted of this period: "Royal power is manifested to its subjects as in a theatre, and the subjects are at once absorbed by the instructive, delightful, or terrible spectacles […] ." 15 The reference to spectacles is apt, as it indicates the primacy of the visual image in facilitating the manifestation and communication of monarchic power. Government was conducted as a form of tableau vivant: an emblematic theatrical genre in which, in the case of the Tudor dynasty, the portrait was brought vividly to life by regal actors and their servants. 16 Although the Tudor monarchs cultivated and exploited the idea of the king as Imago Dei -the image of God -the first English monarch to establish what might be termed the theatre of divine kingship was Richard II. 17 It was during the reign of Richard II that a vocabulary not only of words, but also of gesture was developed, intended to represent and enhance the mystical presence of cording to the Canterbury Eulogium chronicler, Richard II invariably sat, "throned in state from dinner till vespers, observed by his courtiers, who were expected to bend the knee whenever his gaze fell on them." 20 There is much in common with the visual rhetoric associated with Elizabethan rule, and it may have been this theatrical aspect of Ricardian kingship (as well as Richard's lack of an heir, his absolutism, and his eventual deposition) that the Queen had in mind when she posed her enigmatic question to Lambarde: "I am Richard II, know ye not that?"
Precedent and Paradigms in Royal Iconography
Returning briefly to the Lambarde manuscript, the narrative continues: "Then returning to Richard II, she demanded 'Whether I had seen any true picture, or lively representation of his [Richard II's] countenance and person.'" Following Lambarde's reply that he had only ever seen those "such as be in common hands", the Queen informed him that "The Lord Lumley, a lover of antiquities, discovered it fastened on the back-side of a door of a base room; which he presented unto me, praying, with my good leave, that I might put it in order with the ancestors and successors […] ." 21 The fascination of Elizabeth with Richard II, or, to be more precise, with the representation of Richard II, is demonstrable. It is at least partly based upon that particular king's manipulation of spiritual iconography for temporal purposes: strengthening and extending the ambit of the royal prerogative. 22 The most striking pictorial images of Richard II that were painted during his lifetime are undoubtedly the "Coronation portrait" in Westminster Abbey (c. 1395) and "The Wilton Diptych" (c. 1395-1399). The former painting is the earliest known portrait of an English monarch and, I shall argue, it serves as a template and precedent for "The Coronation portrait" of Elizabeth I. (See Figures 1 and 2 .) In it, the newly crowned king stares directly at the viewer; the sceptre (symbol of temporal authority) in his left hand, and the orb (symbol of Christ's dominion over the world and of the king's role as God's anointed deputy) in his right. The facial resemblance of the young king to popular images of Christ is such that Nigel Saul describes it as "like an iconic close-up of the face of Christ." 23 The pose was to recur in numerous early-Renaissance depictions of Biblical scenes, as for example in Piero della Francesca's "Resurrection" (c. 1463), in which the risen Christ stares unflinchingly over his sovereign territory, the flag of the Resurrection in his hand. 24 Throughout her 45-year reign Elizabeth was herself the subject of numerous portraits, many of which sought to mythologize her as a goddess, endowing her with supernatural powers. See for example "Elizabeth I and the Three Goddesses" (1569, attributed to Hans Eworth), in which the aura of splendor surrounding the Queen alarms and discomforts Juno and PallasMinerva, while Venus can only gaze in wonderment at her beauty; 25 or the Ditchley Portrait (painted to commemorate the visit by Elizabeth to Sir Henry Lee's house at Ditchley, Oxfordshire) in which the Queen, supremely majestic in bejewelled dress, appears to float over a map of England, thunderous skies behind her and bright sunlight in front. Her feet rest above the county of Oxfordshire, in appreciation of the hospitality she received at Ditchley. 26 Astraea, Venus, Gloriana and Diana all figure largely in the liter- ary and pictorial iconography of the Queen. Christopher Haigh argues that "the public Elizabeth was not a real person, but a cluster of images." 27 He quotes from Thomas Dekker's play Old Fortunatus (1599), in which an old man is travelling to the temple of Eliza: "Even to her temple are my feeble limbs travelling. Some call her Pandora, some Gloriana, some Cynthia, some Belphoebe, some Astraea, all by several names to express several loves." 28 During the reign of Elizabeth I, the use of Judaeo-Christian religious iconography was, to say the least, contentious. Iconoclastic reformers interpreted ecclesiastical imagery as inherently idolatrous, embodying falsehood and dissemblance. Hence, the character angelicus of the Queen was represented through the classical mythography of the ancient world. It was permissible therefore to depict the Queen as Astraea, the virgin goddess, who took flight from the wickedness of mankind and ascended to the heavens as the constellation Virgo (drawn from Book 1 of Ovid's Metamorphoses). 29 There was another iconic, virginal figure with whom the Queen was associated, and which links the portraiture of Elizabeth (and one portrait in particular) with the religious iconography surrounding Richard II. I refer to the Blessed Virgin Mary. Indeed, it has been argued that the cult of Elizabeth was a response to strenuous attempts, made during the English Reformation, to disband the cult of the Virgin Mary. In some sixteenth-century eyes, Elizabeth was a Protestant substitute for a Roman-Catholic icon of motherhood and selfless devotion. 30 "The Coronation portrait" of Elizabeth I depicts the Queen, crowned and wearing the cloth of gold robes, which she wore at her coronation on 15 January, 1559. They had been worn by her predecessor Mary at her coronation. The portrait was painted between 1600 and 1610. It has been argued that it is a copy of a lost original, completed at some 27 Christopher Haigh, "Introduction", in C. Haigh ed., The Reign of Elizabeth I (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1984), 5. 28 Haigh, "Introduction", 5-6. 29 point in 1559; but no evidence exists of an earlier version, and as John Fletcher has argued: "There was no precedent in England in 1559 for the newly-crowned monarch to be painted in her coronation robes, let alone for a painting on a very large panel." 31 Fletcher's claim notwithstanding, there was one outstanding precedent: the "Coronation portrait" of Richard II. The portrait of Elizabeth I is a portrait not only of a monarch, but a depiction also of youthful femininity and beauty, even of vulnerability. It is strikingly similar in theme, composition and appearance to the "Coronation portrait" of Richard II. The crown, orb and sceptre are regal artefacts common to both paintings, although missing from the portrait of Richard II is the ring that was placed on his finger during the coronation ceremony at Westminster Abbey: the seal of his faith and symbol of his pastoral responsibility. 32 The shapes of the faces in the two portraits are similar, so too is the coloring of the hair (which, in the case of Elizabeth, was the same shade as her father's). Both faces stare directly at the viewer, expressing the inexperience of youth, while conveying the mystical aura of kingship (at his coronation in 1377, Richard II was only ten; at hers in 1559, Elizabeth was 25): the body natural subsumed into the body politic.
Arguably the most significant historical fact regarding both portraits is that they were painted retrospectively: neither was contemporaneous with the actual event depicted in the painting. The portrait of Elizabeth was painted about 40 years after her coronation and that of Richard II between 18 and 22 years after his. Richard himself commissioned the "Coronation portrait" and it appears that the form and subject-matter of the painting were determined by political events of the mid to late-1390s. Thomas Walsingham summarized the shift towards absolute rule in his Chronicle of 1397, in which he states that during this year the King "began to tyrannize" his subjects. 33 Walsingham refers to the imposition of forced loans and blank charters, so-called because although the sums specified to be "lent" were included in the documents, the names of the lenders were omitted until it became known which people had the requisite funds to lend. Such procedures were undoubtedly unconstitutional and almost certainly illegal. The levying of this tax had not been approved by Parliament, and the manner of its imposition called into question the constitutional validity of general or non- specific warrants, the illegality of which was established only in the 18th century in the cases of Wilkes v. Wood and Entick v. Carrington. 34 It was during 1397 also that Richard II turned against his opponents among the nobility, arresting the three senior Lords Appellant -Warwick, Gloucester and Arundel -and trying them by appeal in the "Revenge" Parliament. By the time of his due appearance before the High Court of Parliament in September 1397, Gloucester had been murdered while imprisoned in Calais. The killing was almost certainly carried out on the King's orders: Richard feared the impression Gloucester's eloquence might have made on the court, and anyway it was by no means certain that the High Steward of the court, Gloucester's brother (John of Gaunt, Duke of Lancaster), would pass sentence of death on him, it being considered ignoble to execute a prince of the royal blood. 35 Arundel was executed, but Warwick pleaded guilty and begged for mercy from the King. The death sentence was commuted to life imprisonment on the Isle of Man. The three earls had been the principal instigators of the uprisings of 1386-1388, in which the exercise of the royal prerogative with which to levy tax at an unprecedented level was challenged and the political influence of the King's favourites destroyed. 36 In effect, the measures taken by Richard II in 1397 instanced a coup against those influential personages who sought to restrain his political excesses. His proclamation of 15 July 1397 referred only generally to their "extortions, oppressions, grievances etc. Committed against the king and people, and for other offences against the king's majesty [ 40 Just over two years later, on 29 September, 1399, Richard II abdicated while imprisoned in the Tower of London. Ever aware of the rhetorical power of theatrical gesture, when he surrendered the crown it was recorded that "he placed it on the ground and resigned his right to God." 41 On 13 October (St Edward's Day), his usurper, Henry Bolingbroke, Duke of Lancaster, was crowned King of England. By mid to late-February 1400, Richard was dead: either hacked to death by Sir Piers Exton and his followers (the story preferred by Shakespeare), or (more likely) starved to death in his cell at Pontefract Castle, Yorkshire. 42 Was this the dreadful, prophetic comparison that Elizabeth I had in mind when she asked of Lambarde, "I am Richard II, know ye not that?" Further examination of the Elizabethan "Coronation portrait" goes some way towards answering that question.
A miniature of the Queen in her coronation robes was painted by Nicholas Hilliard in about 1570 (possibly in 1569, to commemorate the tenth anniversary of the coronation). 43 painted his miniature of her, so it is probable that he modelled this work on a portrait of Elizabeth as a younger woman, although as I note above, the existence of an original "Coronation portrait" painted in 1559 has never been proved. 44 As with the later panel portrait of Elizabeth, the form of Hilliard's miniature suggests that the "Coronation portrait" of Richard II was the prototype or precedent. Accomplished work though it undoubtedly is (especially in the realistic depiction of the young Queen's crimped and slightly wiry hair), Hilliard's Elizabeth lacks the appearance of haunted vulnerability that is a salient feature of the panel painting. The date of the latter is significant, as the scholar or curious viewer is impelled to ask why the painting was commissioned so long after the coronation itself. In this respect, the painting of the portrait on oak boards has facilitated an extraordinary degree of accuracy. Tree-ring analysis of the three timbers that make up the large panel has established that the tree from which they were made was felled in 1597, or at most a few years after that date. This would suggest that the probable date for the painting of "The Coronation portrait" is between 1600 and 1610. John Fletcher, who carried out tree-ring measurements on the painting, argues that it may have been painted as part of the elaborate events which surrounded the funeral of Elizabeth I in April 1603: "intended to remind one of her 'Second Coronation' after her ascent from earth to heaven." 45 Fletcher's is a plausible explanation, but for more satisfactory exegesis we need to consider the tendency of figurative artists in the Elizabethan era to allegorise their subjects. As Roy Strong has noted of Elizabethan visual art, paintings served an iconic function, guiding the viewer to comprehension of the underlying theme of the particular artefact. With reference to the numerous paintings of Elizabeth I, Strong suggests that they are texts, "which call for reading by the onlooker." 46 made not for that particular occasion, but for the coronation of her predecessor, Mary. For Jane Arnold, the fact of Elizabeth's wearing her Catholic half-sister's robes at her own coronation "must have seemed like a triumphant and tangible symbol of safety and freedom." 48 This may or may not have been the case, but in the encoded vocabulary of Elizabethan visual symbolism the thematic connection with Mary and Roman-Catholicism recalls the cult of another Virgin Queen, to whom I have already referred: the Blessed Virgin Mary. The association with the mother of Christ establishes a further link with Richard II, one that is manifest in the other royal portrait commissioned by Richard: the Wilton Diptych, in which the veneration of the Virgin Mary by Richard II is a principal theme.
Richard II and the Art of Kingship
The Wilton Diptych, named after Wilton House, in which the artefact was kept by the Earls of Pembroke until it was bought by the National Gallery in 1929, is a portable altar-piece consisting of two hinged oak panels. Commissioned by Richard II in the mid to late-1390s, it is one of the outstanding works of western European art of the late-medieval period (see Figure 3) . The left interior panel of the Diptych depicts King Richard II, wearing cloth of gold and vermilion robes emblazoned with white harts and branches of rosemary, the emblems respectively of the King and his first wife, Anne of Bohemia, who died in 1394. Around his neck he wears a collar of broom cods, the emblem of Charles VI of France, whose daughter, Isabella, Richard II married in 1396. 49 On his breast he wears the badge of the white hart. He is kneeling in front of three saints, two of them English: St. Edmund the Martyr (d. 869), holding the arrow which killed him; and St. Edward the Confessor (d. 1066), holding the ring which according to legend he gave to the disguised St. John the Evangelist. 50 Closest to Richard is his patron saint, St. John the 48 Arnold, "The 'Coronation' Portrait", 728. Baptist, holding the paschal lamb in his left hand and presenting the King to the Virgin and Child, who provide the central figures of the right interior panel. Mary and the infant Christ are surrounded by 11 angels (dressed, like the Virgin, in robes of lapis lazuli), all of whom wear Richard's emblem -the badge of the white hart -on their left breasts. They mirror the King by wearing broom-cod collars around their necks. Christ offers a blessing to Richard, who appears to extend his hands either in homage or prayer. Standing next to the Infant, an angel holds a flagstaff, which bears a banner with a red cross on a white background: the flag both of St George and the Resurrection. The angel looks up at Christ and points a finger towards Richard.
In 1992, during restoration work, a discovery was made which goes some way towards enlarging and illuminating our understanding of the complicated metaphysical notion of divine kingship. The discovery concerns a minute detail of the Diptych, namely the larger of the two orbs surmounting the and Pedro of Castile; see Saul, Richard II, 12; Saul notes that the names of the Biblical "Three Kings" were engraved on a ewer belonging to Richard II: "Jasper, Melcheser, Balteser", Saul, Richard II, 12, n. 15. banner, in the right interior panel. Prior to the restoration process, and upon investigation by infra-red photography, the tarnished orb (no more than one centimetre in diameter) revealed a landscape of a green island on which was painted a white, turreted castle with six black windows and, behind this, some trees with blue sky above; in the foreground a brown ship in full sail traverses a sea made of silver leaf. In the context of Shakespeare's Richard II the miniature scene depicted in the orb recalls immediately the valedictory speech of John of Gaunt, and his lyrical description of England as "this little world, / This precious stone set in the silver sea" (2.1.45-46). The secular symbolism of the orb suggests that the banner may be interpreted as both the flag of England and the flag of the risen Christ, thereby conjoining the spiritual and temporal authority of the King (unlike in Piero della Francesca's "Resurrection", in which the banner is explicitly and exclusively the emblem of the risen Christ). According to Dillian Gordon, the hands of the King are extended not in prayer but in anticipation of receiving back the banner from the angel; it having been given first by Richard to the infant Christ, who hands the flagstaff to the angel in order that He may bless the King. 51 The governance of an earthly realm by a devout civil magistrate and the patronage of an English king by the deity may therefore be seen as a central thematic feature of the Diptych.
The significance to the Diptych of the Virgin may be inferred from a lost altar-piece, pre-dating the Wilton Diptych and influencing its subject matter, which in the seventeenth century had been in the English College in Rome. 52 The altar-piece portrayed Richard II and his first wife, Anne of Bohemia, being presented by St John the Baptist to the Virgin, and offering her "the globe or pattern of England." 53 At the base of the panels was the inscription: Dos tua, Virgo pia Haec est, quare rege, Maria. 54 The spiritual devotion of Richard II to the Virgin is well documented. For example, in Book Two of Chronicles, Jean Froissart records that the King prayed before the image of the Virgin in Westminster Abbey, "dedicating himself to it" prior to his meeting with Wat Tyler, Jack Straw and John Ball at Smithfield in 1381. 55 The reference in the lost altar-piece to dos implies a symbolic marriage between Richard II and the Virgin, and the concomitant bestowal of a marriage gift. Dos referred in most legal systems to a dowry (a gift to the husband, or the husband and wife, usually from the bride's parents).
The subject matter of the Wilton Diptych depicts the synthesis of temporal and spiritual power in the person of the King. Saul argues that from the mid-1380s these two aspects of Richard's rule "were fused in a single vision." 56 A major task for any investigation into the purported indivisibility of divine and municipal monarchic authority is to determine the legitimacy of each of these strands and the limits which the legal institution could impose upon the jurisdiction of the Crown. To this end, the exterior panels of the Diptych may provide some illumination (see Figure 4) . These bear entirely secular heraldic emblems: the left panel carries the mythical arms of Edward the Confessor (martlets and cross fleurie), impaled with the arms of France and England (lilies and leopards), on which stands a helmet, surmounted by a cap of maintenance and a lion passant guardant. The right exterior panel reproduces the emblem of Richard II, the white hart. The devotion of Richard to his first wife, Anne of Bohemia, may be inferred from the fact that the white hart is lying on a bed of rosemary, which was Anne's emblem. But arguably the most notable feature of the painting is that the hart is tethered to the ground by a chain. The chain is connected to a crown, which is situated not on the head of the hart but around its neck, like a collar. The imagery suggests that the Crown is restricted in its exercise of power, bound to the realm by its office. In the painting the chain is firmly embedded in the earth of England, rendering the white hart subject to lex terrae: the unwritten constraints of the ancient constitution, the immemorial suprema lex or common law, whose jurisdiction is unchallengeable and whose judges are the ultimate arbiters of juridical disputes.
Conclusion
The above interpretation of the limited power of the Crown, tethered to English soil by its connecting chain, was not of course one that Richard II intended when he commissioned the Wilton Diptych. The altar-piece remained in the Royal Collection after the death of Richard (it was documented in a 1649 inventory of the art collection of Charles I), and in the late- sixteenth century, as the ominous parallels between the reigns of Richard and Elizabeth became more apparent, mine is an interpretation that was shared by those opposed to the absolutist tendencies of fin-de-siècle Elizabethan rule. Sir Edward Coke demonstrated his alertness to the representational power of the sign and its effect as metaphor, when he asserted in Postnati. Calvin's Case, regarding the theory of the king's two bodies, that "a King's crown is an hieroglyphic of the laws, where justice, &c is administered." 57 In other words, the crown was an iconic symbol of law, rather than law itself. Did Shakespeare see the Wilton Diptych? He probably did: his elevated status within the Chamberlain's Men would have given him privileged access to the royal court. During visits by the company to the various royal palaces, and on the inevitable occasions when he met the Lord Chamberlain and the Master of the Revels to discuss future performances of his plays, he would have seen the aesthetic artefacts that adorned the Queen's residences. 58 It is tempting to think that the Diptych influenced his depiction of so-called divine kingship in Richard II. Speculation over the derivation of Shakespeare's text notwithstanding, it is not my intention to attempt to prove that he saw the Wilton Diptych; rather it is to note the manner in which the meaning of a particular image is capable of infinite mutation and reinvention. The sign is the trace of a memory, an absent presence, and for a legal system that is predicated upon a system of precedent rather than a codified institutional edifice, the reflection of that memory in an order of signs is of paramount importance. 59 Emotional attachment and willing obedience to the legal institution are contingent upon the persuasive power of the sign. As Lord Mansfield, C. J. noted in 1770: "Matters of practice are not to be known from books. What passes at a judge's chambers is matter of tradition: it rests in memory." 60 The institutional memory of English law is selective: its apologists in Elizabethan England ceaselessly proclaimed its immemorial, indigenous origins, while conveniently ignoring the influences of foreign, rival jurisdictions (notably those of civil and canon law). 61 The images and narratives of English law have been continuously adapted to suit the circumstances of its immediate condition. 62 Just as the crown -the image of the king -is "an hieroglyphic of the laws," so the royal portraits of the late-medieval and early modern periods are signs, unravelling in visual images the complex emotional bond between the legal institution and the subject of law. In the words of Sir Philip Sidney, they provide "a speaking picture -with this end: to teach and delight." 63 I have refrained from speculation regarding the possible influence of the Wilton Diptych over Shakespeare's depiction of the reign of Richard II, beyond noting the striking resemblance between the hidden detail contained in the orb atop the banner -of an island surrounded by a sea of silver leafand John of Gaunt's nostalgic yearning for a lost idyll. I shall allow myself one such speculative moment over "The Coronation portrait" of Elizabeth I. The known facts are that it was not commissioned by the Queen, and it was painted between the years 1600 and 1610. If it was painted to commemorate her death and her second coronation in a Protestant Heaven, why is she portrayed in robes worn nearly 45 years earlier, and in robes worn originally by her Roman-Catholic half sister? As Susan Doran has noted, Marian iconography is unusual in portraits of Elizabeth: "[I]n works where she was the patron of a portrait, she was more usually depicted as a Protestant ruler than a virgin queen." 64 The template for "The Coronation portrait" was not a lost original, which in all probability did not exist, but rather the "Coronation portrait" of Richard II. The allusion to Marian devotion in the Elizabethan "Coronation portrait" refers us inevitably to the other painting associated with Richard II: the Wilton Diptych, and its representation of divinely ordained kingship. Given Richard's insistence on his right to govern absolutely, which he justified by reference to his status as God's anointed deputy (accountable to God alone and not beholden to municipal law), the humiliating circumstance of his deposition and his inauspicious demise in Pontefract Castle provide a salutary counterpoint to the image of unassailable kingship presented in the Diptych.
Elizabeth's successor to the English throne, James VI of Scotland, had made public his opinions on the nature of monarchy in The Trew Law of Free Monarchies, first published in 1598. His theory of kingship bore a startling resemblance to that of Richard II, as the following extract demonstrates:
The duetie, and alleageance of the people to their lawfull king, their obedience, I say, ought to be to him, as to Gods lieutenant in earth, obeying his commands in all things, except directly against God, as the commands of Gods Minister, acknowledging him a Iudge set by GOD over them, having power to iudge them, but to be iudged only by God, whom to only hee must give count of his judgment. 65 A few paragraphs later, he expressed the same sentiment; only this time, more concisely: "[T]he King is above the law." 66 In their resolute belief in the
